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DETAILED ACTION 

1 . After carefully review applicant remark, the Office withdraws the Finality of the 
Office Action dated on 02/25/2005. The Office regrets any inconveniences due to the 
applicant. 

Claims 1,13 and 21 are amended and claims 12, 20 and 32 are canceled in the 
amendment filed on 02/03/05. Claims 1-7, 9-11, 13-19, 21-27, 29-31 and 33-35 are 
pending in this application. 

Response to Arguments 

2. Applicant's arguments with respect to claim 1,13 and 21 have been considered 
but are moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 

obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed 
or described as set forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the 
subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are such that the subject 
matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made 
to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was 
made. 

3. Claims 1, 13 and 21 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Korzeniowski (Uncle Sam surfs via Lotus Notes) April 1 , 1996 in view of 
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Krishnaswami et al. (US. Patent No. 6,618,735 B1 ) and further in view of Chambers 
(US. Patent No. 5,398,196). 

Regarding on claims 1, 13 and 21, Korzeniowski teaches in a computer system, 
a method for protecting a target file located at a target location, comprising the step of: 

detecting changes to the target file by periodically comparing the target file to the 
archive file, wherein the comparison comprises comparing one of the content, size and 
date/time of the target file to the corresponding archive file (every 4 or 5 minutes, Notes 
will examine a Web page, notice any change, check to determine if it is legitimate) 
(page 1, lines 49-50); and 

Protecting, as necessary, the target file by automatically replacing, without 
human intervention, the target file such that the target file is identical to the archive file, 
wherein the replacing occurs when the comparison indicates that the target file is not 
identical to the archive file (revert to the original format if the change was not 
authorized" (page 1, lines 50-51). 

Korzeniowski suggests only the method of doing so; however, Korzeniowski does 
not employ this method in the computer system and moving the target file from the 
target location to a quarantine area if the step of comprising indicates that the target file 
differs from the archive file. On the other hand, Krishnaswami teaches the system 
performing the method recited in Korzeniowski and also clearly discloses generating an 
archive having an archive file, wherein the archive file comprises a mater copy of the 
target file (col. 10, lines 1-3) and more explicitly on if the change is not valid, undoing 
the change using the saved copy of the protected shared file system (col. TO, lines 4-8). 
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Further more, Chambers discloses in the background of the invention "the last stand 
technique of virus detection does not look for anything to do with viruses in particular, 
but concentrates on the host programs which the viruses attacked. Every program on a 
system can be "check summed" at antivirus installation time. Then, when a virus 
attaches itself to the unsuspecting host program, the checksum value will (probably) be 
different and the file infected with the virus can be isolated" (col. 3, lines 17-25). The 
infected programs (or file examiner interpretation) are detected and isolated by 
obtaining different values after the check sum process. Therefore, it would have been 
obvious to one ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention was made to modify 
Korzeniowski method for working with Krishnaswami's system in detecting of un- 
authorized change made to protected file system and allowing the infected files to be 
isolated from all the files as taught by Chambers in order to provide a computer 
implemented method to protect the by replacing, undoing the change using the saved 
copy. 

4. Claims 2-7, 9-11, 14-19, 22-27, 29-31 and 33-35 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 
103(a) as being unpatentable over Korzeniowski (Uncle Sam surfs via Lotus Notes) 
April 1, 1996 in view of Krishnaswami et al. (US. Patent No. 6,618,735 B1) and further 
in view of Chambers (US. Patent No. 5,398,196) and further in view of Saether et al. 
(US. Patent No. 6,405,219). 

Regarding on claims 2, 14 and 22, Korzeniowski, Krishnaswami and Chambers 
do not explicitly teach the generated archive comprises at least one file collection 
having the archive file. However, Saether teaches the generated archive comprises at 
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least one file collection having the archive file (col. 1 0, lines 7-1 1 ). This teaches 
multiples version of the source file. Therefore, it would have been obvious to one 
ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention was made to modify Korzeniowski, 
Krishnaswami and Chambers' system to include the multiples version of the source files 
as taught by Saether in order to restored the right version as needed. 

Regarding on claims 3, 15 and 23, Korzeniowski, Krishnaswami and Chambers 
do not teach the file collection comprises a current portion and a revision portion. 
Saether teaches the file collection comprises a current portion and a revision portion 
(col. 10, lines 7-11). This teaches multiples version of the source file. Therefore, it 
would have been obvious to one ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention was 
made to modify Korzeniowski, Krishnaswami and Chambers' system to include the 
multiples version of the source files in order to restored the right version as needed. 

Regarding on claims 4, 16 and 24, Korzeniowski, Krishnaswami and Chambers 
do not explicitly teach the revision portion comprises at least one sub-division, wherein 
each sub-division represents a different revision of the archive file. However, Seather 
teaches the revision portion comprises at least one sub-division, wherein each sub- 
division represents a different revision of the archive file (col. 4, lines 61-67 and col. 5, 
lines 1-4). This teaches the tree represent the multiples versions of data files. 
Therefore, it would have been obvious to one ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention was made to modify Korzeniowski, Krishnaswami and Chambers' system to 
include the hierarchical trees structure files as taught Saether in order to keep track and 
easily restore files as needed. 
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Regarding on claims 5 and 25, Korzeniowski, Krishnaswami and Chambers 
teaches the method recited in claim 4 and further comprising the step of republishing 
the target file at the target location using a selected revision. However, Saether the 
step of republishing the target file at the target location using a selected revision (col. 4, 
lines 61-67 and col. 5, lines 1-4). This suggests the updated version is the revision 
versions. Therefore, it would have been obvious to one ordinary skill in the art at the 
time was made to one ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention was made to 
modify Korzeniowski, Krishnaswami, Chambers' system to include multiples updates 
version as taught Saether to restore the file to the exactly point before the unauthorized 
changes. 

Regarding on claims 6, 17 and 26, Korzeniowski m, Krishnaswami and Chambers 
do not explicitly teaches the generated archive further comprises a folder. However, 
Saether teaches the generated archive further comprises a folder (col. 4, lines 57-61). 
The directory structure is the folder. Therefore, it would have been obvious to one 
ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention was made to modify Korzeniowski, 
Krishnaswami and Chambers 7 system to include file directory structure as taught 
Saether to perform the same function as the folder in order to organize the data in the 
easy manner to stored and retrieved. 

Regarding on claims 7 and 27, Korzeniowski teaches the target file has a first set 
of associated file statistic and the archive file has a second set of associated file 
statistic, and wherein the step of periodically comparing comprises comparing the first 
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set of associated file statistic to the second set of associated file statistic (page 1 , lines 
42-45). 

Regarding on claims 9, 18 and 29, Korzeniowski teaches the method recited in 
claim 1 wherein the archive file comprises a web site file (page 1, lines 42-45). 

Regarding on claims 10-11, 19 and 30-31, Korzeniowski, Krishnaswami and 
Chambers does not explicitly teach updating the archive file of the archive; and updating 
an update queue, wherein the update queue store update information relating to the 
target file according to the update of the archive file. However, Saether teaches 
updating the archive file of the archive (col. 4, lines 61-67 and col. 5, lines 1-4); and 
updating an update queue, wherein the update queue store update information relating 
to the target file according to the update of the archive file (col. 4, lines 61-67 and col. 5, 
lines 1-4). This suggests the updated versions are delivery to the target location. 
Therefore, it would have been obvious to one ordinary skill in the art at the time was 
made to one ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention was made to modify 
Korzeniowski, Krishnaswami and Chambers' system to include multiples updates 
version as taught by Saether to update the files to reflex the changes to accompany the 
user demand. 

Regarding on claims 33-34, Korzeniowski teaches the comparison comprises 
comparing a hash of the contents of the target file to a hash of the contents of the 
corresponding archive file (page 1 , lines 41 -45). 
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Conclusion 

5. Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in 
this Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP 
§ 706.07(a). Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 
CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the date of this final action. 

The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to 
applicant's disclosure. 
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